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TheNationalOilandHazardousSubstanccsPoUutionContingencyPlan~~)pwnulgatedonMarcb8,  19!XIstatestbatEPAex~ts
tottsc  “treaunenttoaddresscheprincipalthreatsposedbyasite.  whenverpacticable”and“engineeringcontrols,suchascontainmen~
for waste that poses a relatively low long-twm  threat.” (40 CFR  Section UX),43O(a)(l)(ii).)  ‘Ihese  expectations. derived  from the
mandates  of CFXCLA  $121 and bawl on previous  Superfund  expexience,  wexedeveloped  as guidelines 10  communicate the types of
remedies that the EPA generally anticipates to find appropriate for specific  types of wastes. Although remedy selection decisions are
ukimstely  site-specific determinations based on an analysis of remediaI  alternatives  using the nine evaluation  criteria. these
expectations help to streamline  and focus the remedii  investigation/feasibility study  (RI/ES)  on appropriate. waste management
options.  Tbbguide  explains masiderations  that should be taken&tto  accottntb&.categorizing  waste for which treatment w

waste that constitute a principal or low kel  threat. EPA makes this categotization  of waste as principal  or low level threat waste
aftw deciding whether to take remedial action  at a site. The “Interim FiiGtddance  on Prepating  Superfund  De&ion Documents.”
@PA/624/1-87t90, October 1990) and “A Guide to Developing Superfund  Recuds of De&ion” (Publication 9335.3-0X%1,  May
1990)  p&ids additional information on ROD documentation.

NCP Expectations

&‘A  established general expectations ‘in the NCP (40 CFR
300.43O(a)(l)(iii))toinform  thepubiic of thetypesof  remedies
that EPA has found to be appropriate for certain types of waste
in the past  and  anticipates selecting in the future. l&se
expxtations (see  Highlight 1) pmvide a means of sharing
collected experience to guide the development of cleanup
options. TheyreflectEPA’sbeliefthatcertainsourcematerials
are addressed beat through treatment because  of technical
limitations to the long-term reliability of containment
technologies, or the serious amsequettces  of exposure  should
a release  occur. Conversely. these expectations  also reflect the
fact that  dther  source materials can be safely contained and that
tmument  for all waste will  nqtte  appropriate or necessary to
ensure  pmtection  of human health and the envimnmen~  nor
cost effective.

Identifying Principal and ,Low Level
Threat Wastes

Theconceptofprincipalthreatwas~edlow  level threat waste
asdeveloped  by EPA in the NCP is to bz  applied cm a site-
specific  basis when  characterizing w materi&  “Source
material” is defmed  as material that includes or contains
bzdzardotts  substances, pollutanta  or contaminants  that act as a

seryoir  for migration of contamination to ground  water. to
drface  water.  to  air, or acts as a smtrce  for diit exposure.

HIGHLIGHT 1: NCP Expectations
Involving Principal and Low Level
ThreatWastes

EPA expecu  to:

1 . Use treamxnt  to address the principal threats
posed by a site. wherever practicable.

2. Use engineering controls, such  as containmen
for wastes that  pose a relatively low Long-term
threat or where treatment is impracticable.

3. Use a combination of medmds.  as awopriate,  to
achieve protection of human health and the
environment. In appropriate site situations,
ueatment  of principal duea&  posed  by a site,
with priority placed on treating waste that is
liquid, highly toxic or highly~mobile,  will be
combined with engineering contmls  (such as
containment) and institutional contmls,  as
appropriate.  for treatment residuals and untreated
waste.

4. Use institutional controls such  as water use  and
deed re.mictions  to supplement engineering
camok  ss  appropriate.  for short- aad  long-term
management  to prevettt ox  limit exposure tc
hszardous  substances.



Contaminated ground water generally is no1  considered to  be a
Source  material  although non-aqueous phase liquids (NAF’Ls)
IMY  be viewed as smrce  materials. The NCF’  establishes a
different expectation for remediiting  contaminated  ground
water (i.e.. to wum usable. ground waters to their beneticial
uses  in a time tiame  that is reasonable given the  particular
cimmsIances  of the site). Examples of source  and non-source
materials are provided in Highlight 2.

HIGHLIGHT 2: Examples of Source
and Non-Source Materials

Source Materials

* Dmmmedwaste~
- Contaminated soil and debris
. “Pools” of dense non-aqueous phase liquids

@UF’Ls)  submerged beneath ground wilier  or
inftzhtredbedrcck ,..  .,.

~- NAF’Ls floating cm  ground water
* Contaminated sediments  and sludges

Non-Source Materials _

- Gmundwata
* surfacewater
* Residuals resulting from uearment  of site

mateds

Princiml  threat aware  those source mat&&  considered to
be. highly toxicwor  highly mobile @at  generally cannot be
reliahl~  contained or would present a significant risk to human
healthortheenvironmentshouldexposureoccu  Tltey include
liquids a~@ other highly mobile materials (e.g., solvents) or
materials having high concentrations of toxic compounds. No
“dnesholdlevel”  of toxicity/risk hasbeen  established toequate
to “principal dreat.”  However, where toxicity and mobility of
sourcematerialcombinetoposeapotentialris  ICr30rgreater.
generally treatment alternatives should be evaluated.

Lowlevelthreatwas~arethosesourcematerialsthatgenerally
can be reliably c~~~tainedand  that wouldpresentonlya  low risk
in the event of release. They include source materials that
exhibit low toxicity, low mobility in the environment, w are
near health-bawd levels.

Determinations as to whether a source material is a principal or
low level threat waste should be based on the  inherent toxicity
as well as a consideration of the physical state of Ihe  material
(e.g.,.tiquid),thepotentiatmobilityofthewaslesinthepanicular
environmentalseuing,andthelabilityand&~~onproducts
of the material. However. this concept of principal and low
level threat waste should not necessarily  be equated with the
risksposedbysitecontaminanllviavariwsexposurkpathways.
Although the characterization of some. material  as principal or
low level threats  takes into account toxicity (and is thus  related
to~~ofriskposedassumingexposureoccllr
a waste as a principal threat does not mean that  the waste poses
the primary risk at the.  site. For example, buried drums leaking

solventS intO  ground  watt  would be considered a principal
threat waste. yes the primary risk at the  site. (assuming little OT
no direct  contact threat) could be  ingestion of contaminated
grouttdwater.  which asdiscussedaboveisnconsideredlobe
a source mated. and thus would not be  categorized ss
principal threat.

Tbe  idemitication  of principal and low level threats is made on
a site-specifii  basis. In some situations site wastes will not be
readily classifuble as eidw  a principal or low level threat
waste,andthus  nogeneral  expectations on how b&to manage
these source  materials of moderate. toxicity and mobility will
necessarily apply. [NOTE: In these.  situations wastes do not
haveto~charac~~eitheroneorthedthe.  T&principal
threat/lowlevelthreatwasteconceptand(heNCPe~pectations
were  stabfished to  help streamline and focus  the  remedy
&Wion  proccs,  not as ~a  mandatory waste classification
requirement]

’ HIGHLIGHT 3: Examples of Prkipal
and Low Level Threat Wastes

wastes that gemxauy  will be wnsi&md to conslitllte
principal duea&  include, but are not limited to:

. J&bile  source material - surface soil or
subsurface soil containing high concentrations
ofcontaminantsofconcemthatare(orpotentiay
are) mobile due to wind eittrainment.
volatilixation  (e.g., VOCs),  surface runoff, or
sub-surface transport.

. JIiehlv-toxic  source material _ buried drummed
non-liquid wastes, buried tanks containing non-
liquid wastes. or soils containing significant
concenuations  of highly toxic materials.

WastetbatgenetalIy  wiUbeconsideredtoconstiUltelow
level threat  wastes include. but are not limited to:

Non-mabile  con!~-Gnated  source material of
low tomoderatetoxici~-Surfacesoilconraining
~ntamittants of concern that generally are.
relatively immobile in air or ground water (i.e.,
non-liquid. low volatility, low leachability
contaminants such as high molecular weight
compounds) in the specific environmental
wting.

. Lawtoxicitvsourcematerial-soilandsubsurface
soil ccmcentmtions  not greatly above reference
dose levels or that present an excess cancer risk
near the acceptable risk Gge.



Examplesof  principal and low level threat wart&are  provided
in Highlight 3.

FAi Risk Management Decisions fo;
_ Principal and Low Level Threat

Wastes

The cate&zatlon  of source material as a principal threat
or low level threat waste, and the expectations regarding
the use of treatment and containment technologies fcd@vs
tbefundamentaldecisiwastowhetheranyremedi~laction
isrequiredatasite.  Thesedeterminatiws,andtheappti~tio”
of the expectations. serve as general guidelines and Q not
dictate the selection of a particular remedial aitemative.  For
exampl~EPA’sexperiencehasdwnonstrared(hat~g~ymobilc
wastes (e.g.. liquids) are difficult to reliably concain and thus
generallyneedtobetrcated.  Ass”ch,EPAexpeztMematives
developed to address highly mobile material to focus on
ueatment  options rather that containment approaches.

:

. Treatment technologies are not technically feasible
or are not available within a reamable  tim&  frame:

However. as stated in the preamble to the NCP (55 mat  8703,
March8,199O),theremaybesituatio”s  wherewastesidentitied
as constituting a principal threat may @ contained rather  than
treated due to diificulties  in treating the wastes. Specific
situations that  may limit the “se of treatment include:

all remedy selection decisions are site-specific and must be
based  on a comparative analysis of the alternatives using Ihc
nine criuxia  in accordance.  wilh  the.  IjCP).  Independent of the
expectations, s&cd  remedies must be protective, ARAR-
capliis cost-effective. and we  pemlanen solutions or
treatment  to the maximum  extent practitile.  Once the  final
remedy  is se&ted, consistency  with the NCP expectations
should  be  disawed  as part of the documented rationale for the
dtxiiio”.

ROD Documentation

The”‘&$&&nof  the Selected Remedy” section should note
whether the  remedy is addressing any source  materials that
ccmtitttte  “principal”  or “low level” threat wastes, or both.

,.~~

The”‘~utorvDetermination~“~tionshoulddiscusshowthe

treatment  selected  in the ROD c&titutes  treatment  as a major

selected  remedy satisfies lhe StaIutoty preference  stated in
C!ZRCLA  $121 to select  remedial  actions “in which tseannent

componentof  theremedy  forthatsite.  Remedies which involve

which permanently and significantly reduces  the volume,
toxicity or mobility of the hazmloos  substances. pollutants,

nram~ent  of principal threat wastes likely will  satisfy the

and contaminants is a principal element.” I” evaluating this
statwmv  “reference. the site nxmaeex  needs to decide whether

. The exnaordi  volume of materials or
sraultory  pre&“ce  for treatment  as a principal element,

complexity of the  site make implementation of althoughthiswill”otnecessarilybetrueinalloses(e.g.,when

r
treatment  technologies impracticable; principal threat  wastes that are treated represent only a small

: ~.~. fraction of the wastes managed thmughcmuainment).  Ground
. Implementation of a treaunent-based  remedy would water ueaunent  remedies also may satisfy the statutory

result  in greater overall risk  to hmnan  health and preference, eve” though contaminated ground  water  is not
the environment due to risks posed to workers or considered a principal threat waste and even though principal
the swmunding  community during implementation: threat  sauce material may not be  treated.

. Severe effects across  envimnmental  medii
resulting from implementation would occur.

Conversely, there may te situations where. nealment  will be
selected for both principal threat wastes and low level threat
wastes. For example. once a decision has been made  to treat
some wastes (e.g.. in an onsite  incinerator) economies of
scale  may make it cost effective to  treat all materials
including low level threat wastes to alleviate or minimize the
need for engineeringiinstitutional  controls.

While these expectations may guide the development of
appropriate alternatives. the fact  that a remedy is consistent
with theexpectations does not constitute suffEient  grounds for
the selection of that remedial alternative. The.  selection of a”
appropriate waste management strategy is dewsmined  solely
throughtheremedy  selectionprocessoudinedi”  theNCP(i.e.,

i
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Tbe  “misio”  Summary” of the ROD should identify those
source  maezials that have been  identifwl  as principal threat
and/or  low level threat vmw.  and the basis for these
designations. These designations should be provided in the
“Summaw  of Sate  Characteristic$  section as part  of the
disawio”  focusing on these source  materials  that pose or
potentially poseariskto human  healthanddxenvimnment I”
addition, the “‘&sctiotion  of Altemativ&  and Ihe  “‘&!&&I
pf Rem-”  sections should briefly note how principal and/or
low level threat  wastes that may have  bee”  identified are king
managed

the  “‘m Determi”ation$  section of dre  ROD should
includeadiscussionofhowthestarutoryp~f~~forU~~c”t
as a principal element  is satisfied or explain why it is not
satisfied,statingreasonsintermsofthe”i”eevaluatio”criteria.



NOTICE: The policies set out in this memorandutit  are intended sckly  as guidance.  They are not intended, tux can  they be
relied upon. to create any tights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States.  EF’A offkials may decide to
follow the guidance provided in this memorandum. or to act at variamx with the guidance. based on an analysis  of specific
site circumstatt~.  The Agency also  reserves the right to change this guidance at any time without public notice.
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